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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal pursuant to 35 USC § 134 fromthe fi nal
rejection of clainms 2, 3, 5 through 7, and 9 through 16.

Claim1l is representative and is reproduced bel ow

! Application for patent filed June 19, 1992. According to appellants, the
application is a continuation of Application 07/512,627, filed April 19, 1990,
now abandoned, which is a continuation of Application 07/263,921, filed Cctober
28, 1988, now abandoned.
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11. A nethod of fabricating, wthin a vehicle body
assenbly line, a floor panel of a vehicle body having a honeyconb
sandwi ch structure including a first plate, a second plate and a
honeyconb core sandw ched between said first plate and said
second plate, said second plate being an integral part of a
structural panel of said vehicle body, said honeyconb sandw ch
structure being conposed of a pre-fornmed sub-honeyconb panel with
a predeterm ned shape and including said first plate connected to
a first surface of said honeyconb core, said nethod conprising
the steps of:

strengt heni ng said second plate by connecting said
structural panel to a strength nmenber, said second pl ate being
integral to said structural panel, and said strength nenber being
a part of a vehicle body franmework;

pressing said pre-formed sub-honeyconb panel agai nst
said second plate with an adhesive | ayer therebetween to thereby
connect a second surface of said honeyconb core to said second
pl ate, said second surface of said honeyconb core being
oppositely located to said first surface, wherein said honeyconb
core i s made of paper having perneability, wherein said step of
pressi ng said sub-honeyconb panel agai nst said second plate
occurs imedi ately after a drying step conducted after washing of
a painting stage of said vehicle body to thereby prevent said
honeyconb core fromgetting wet, wherein said step of pressing
sai d sub-honeyconb panel includes the step of releasing pressure
formed within said sub-honeyconb panel by said pressing step to
t hereby prevent damagi ng said sub-honeyconb core due to pressure
inside a plurality of cells in said sub-honeyconb as a result of
the pressing thereof onto said strengthened second pl ate.

The references of record relied upon by the exam ner are:

Bar enyi 2,757, 447 Aug. 7, 1956
Kaller et al. (Kaller) 4,728, 383 Mar. 1, 1988
Vogt et al. (Vogt) 2,115, 753 Sep. 14, 1983

(UK Pat ent Application)
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Nakajima et al. 58- 170940 Cct. 7, 1983
(Japanese Kokai Patent)

The appeal ed clains stand rejected under 35 USC § 103 as
unpat ent abl e over the teachings of Kaller in view of Vogt,
Nakajima, certain prior art adm ssions, and Barenyi.

We reverse the stated rejection.

The subject matter on appeal relates to a nethod of
fabricating, wthin a vehicle body assenbly line, a floor panel
of a vehicle body having a honeyconb sandwi ch structure including
a first plate, a second plate and a honeyconb core sandw ched
between the first plate and the second plate. The second plate
is an integral part of a structural panel of the vehicle body.
| mportantly, the honeyconb sandwi ch structure is conposed of a
pre-fornmed sub-honeyconb panel with a predeterm ned shape and
includes the first plate connected to a first surface of the
honeyconb core. In contrast, prior art fabrication nethods have
i nvol ved a tine consum ng sequence of steps wherein the honeyconb
core is first connected to a plate and then the other plate is
connected to the honeyconb core. See the specification at page
3, lines 12 through page 4, line 15. The cl ainmed nethod includes
the step of strengthening the second plate by connecting the

structural panel to a strength nenber such as a side sill or
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center frame as shown by Figure 1 of the application, wherein the
second plate is integral to the structural panel, and the
strength nenber is a part of a vehicle body framework. The
fabricating nethod further includes the step of pressing the pre-
formed sub-honeyconb panel against the second plate with an
adhesive | ayer therebetween to connect the sub-honeyconb panel to
the second pl ate.

We have carefully reviewed the examner’'s stated rejection
whi ch is based on the conbi ned teachings of four prior art
references and certain prior art adm ssions? in the
specification. However, we agree with appellants that there is
no reason for conbining the teachings of the prior art in the
manner suggested by the exam ner to reach the conbi ned features
of the appealed clains. In this regard, we enphasize, as
appel lants have in their Brief, that the clainmed nethod is
directed to the fabrication of a floor panel of a vehicle body.
In contrast, the principal references relied upon by the exam ner
as evidence of obviousness, i.e., Kaller and Vogt, are directed
to nmet hods of fabricating headliners which are nounted to the

roof of the vehicle. Thus, even assum ng for purposes of

2 The examiner has eschewed reliance on the prior art ?ine consuni ng?

techni que reported in the specification at page 3, line 12 to page 4, line 15,
which is apparently the closest prior art to the now clained i nvention.

4
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argunent that a person of ordinary skill in this art would have
conbined all of the teachings referred to by the examner in the
manner proposed, it is not apparent that the proposed conbi nation
of teachings would yield a nethod satisfying the requirenents of

the appealed clains. Uniroyal, Inc. v. Rudkin-Wley Corp., 837

F.2d 1044, 1052, 5 USPQ2d 1434, 1439 (Fed. Gr. 1988). Wth
respect to this issue, we recognize that the exam ner has stated
in the Answer at page 6 that the utilization of the Kaller
process to install a pre-formed panel elenent anywhere on a
vehi cl e body, be it on the roof or on the floor, is seen to be an
obvi ous expedient to one of ordinary skill in the art. However,
the exam ner has cited no factual evidence to support this
statenent. It is well settled that obviousness is a |egal

concl usi on whi ch nmust be based on facts, not specul ati on and
generalizations. Thus, in the situation before us, the exam ner
has not discharged his initial burden of providing a factual
basi s upon which to conclude that one having ordinary skill in
the art would have been led to conbine the prior art teachings in
t he manner suggested by the examner to arrive at the clained

subj ect matter.
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The decision of the exam ner i s reversed.

REVERSED

JOHN D. SM TH
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT
BRADLEY R. GARRI S

Adm ni strative Patent Judge APPEALS AND
| NTERFERENCES

CHUNG K. PAK
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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